REMARKS 

Applicant's thanks the Examiner for her attention to the application and for the indication 
that claims 17-41 are allowed. 

Claims 11-16 were rejected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. These 
claims have been amended to put them into independent form. 

The remaining claims 1-10 are rejected either as anticipated by Hermansson Patent No. 
3,577,055 or obvious over Hermansson. 

As to claims 1, 7 and 8 of which claim 1 is the only independent claim, the Examiner 
takes the position that Hermansson shows a DC motor that is used as a driving motor for a 
streetcar. Applicant agrees. The motor is connected to a direct current network 5, which is fed 
by a rectifier 8. Applicant notes that Hermansson describes the element labeled 5 as a direct 
current network and the element labeled 8 asj rectifier station which one skilled in the art would 
know to comprise uncontrolled rectifier elements, namely diode rectifiers. Little is said about 
these elements beyond naming them but it is obvious from this that these elements are not 
controlled. It is clear that there is no showing or suggestion in Hermansson to provide a 
controllable rectifier [converter] including a plurality of controlled solid state switches as 
claimed in claim 1. Hermansson does not describe them and therefore Hermansson's direct 
current network 5 does not meet the limitation in claim 1 calling for a converter including a 
plurality of controlled solid-state switches. For this reason alone, Hermansson does not 
anticipate claims 1, 7 and 8. 

More fundamentally however the thyristor 4 of Hermansson, relied upon by the Examiner 
as meeting Applicant's controllable free wheeling diode connected to the output of the 
converter, functions in a manner that cannot provide the claimed operation. Claim 1 requires a 
braking controller for disabling the free wheeling diode for regenerative braking of the traction 
motor. That is, in applicant's invention the diode is conducting to provide the free wheeling 
function when the motor is being driven and is disabled or non-conducting during regenerative 
braking. In Hermansson, while almost nothing is said about the firing and extinguishing circuits 
connected to thyristor 4 (see column 2, lines 14-15), it is clear that thyristor 4 is not disabled 
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during regenerative braking but in fact is specifically enabled to provide the regenerative braking 
function. This is described in column 2, lines 42 et seq. where Hermansson states: 

During braking the braking effect is controlled by ignition and 
extinction of the thyristor 4. When the thyristor 4 is fired the motor 1 is 
short-circuited and the motor current increases. When the motor current is 
sufficiently high the thyristor is blocked and due to the inductance of the 
motor circuit the current flows on to load objects for instance other 
streetcars. 

Thus in Hermansson, regenerative braking occurs when thyristor 4 is 
alternately fired and blocked, the opposite of Applicant's claimed invention. This can 
be further appreciated by noting that the polarity of thyristor 4 is opposite the polarity 
of Applicant's controllable free wheeling diode. Therefore, thyristor 4 cannot act as a 
free wheeling diode when not braking as required by claim 1. Since Hermansson does 
not have a free wheeling diode, Hermansson does not anticipate claim 1 for this 
additional reason. 

This is more than a minor difference. In the claimed invention, the 
controllable free wheeling diode provides its function without the need for additional 
components. In Hermansson, blocking diode 7 must be provided to prevent the power 
supply from being short-circuited when thyristor 4 is conductive. This is why 
thyristor 4 cannot and does not act as a free wheeling diode as claimed by Applicant. 
Even if thyristor 4 is turned on and off during braking, and the Examiner ignores the 
on periods, thyristor 4 is not and cannot function as a free wheeling diode because it is 
arranged in a circuit with the wrong polarity relative to the motor. 

The Examiner does not rely on any additional art in rejecting claims 2-6, 9 and 
10. Without waiving the right to introduce additional limitations later, Applicant 
relies on the distinctions between claim 1 and Hermansson for the patentability of 
claims 2-6, 9 and 10. 

Each of the matters raised in the office action having been addressed, reconsideration and 
favorable action are requested. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: Octobe r 2 ) . 2003 




Stephen B. Salai, Esq. 
Reg. No. 26,990 
Attorney for Applicant 
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